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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is issued in response to the Amendment filed on 01/08/2007. 

2. No claims were amended. Claims 4, 13 - 17, 19, and 24 - 28 were canceled. 
Claims 60 - 64 were added. 

3. This action is made Final. 

4. Claims 1 - 3, 5 - 12, 18, 20 - 23, and 29 - 64 are pending in this application. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed on 01/08/2007 have been fully considered but they 

4 

are not persuasive. 

■ 

Terminal Disclaimer 

6. The terminal disclaimer filed on 01/18/2007 disclaiming the terminal portion of 
any patent granted on this application has been reviewed and is accepted. The terminal 
disclaimer has been recorded. 



Double Patenting 

7. A rejection based on double patenting of the "same invention" type finds its 
support in the language of 35 U.S.C. 101 which states that "whoever invents or 
discovers any new and useful process ... may obtain a patent therefor ..." (Emphasis 
added). Thus, the term "same invention," in this context, means an invention drawn to 
identical subject matter. See Miller v. Eagle Mfg. Co., 151 U.S. 186 (1894); In re 
Ockert, 245 F.2d 467, 114 USPQ 330 (CCPA 1957); and In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 
USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970). 
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A statutory type (35 U.S.C. 101) double patenting rejection can be overcome by 
canceling or amending the conflicting claims so they are no longer coextensive in 
scope. The filing of a terminal disclaimer cannot overcome a double patenting rejection 
based upon 35 U.S.C. 101. 

* 

8. Claims 1, 5-9, and 11 - 12, 18, and 20-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 
as claiming the same invention as that of claim 1- 3, 5 - 9, and 19 - 23 of prior U.S. 
Patent No. 6,643,643 B1. This is a double patenting rejection. 



The following table shows the claims 1 , 5- 9, and 11 - 12, 18, and 20-23 in 
10/673,281 that re rejected by corresponding claims 1- 3, 5 - 9, and 19 - 23 in 
6,643,643 B1 



Claims Comparison Table 

10/673,281 6,643,643 B1 

Claim 1 1 , and 4 

Claims 5-9 5-9 

Claims 11 -12 2-3 

♦ 

Claim 18 19 

Claims 20 -23 20-23 



Furthermore, the limitation "reliability information indicating a reliability of the 
weight information" recited in claim 1 of 10/673,281 corresponds to the limitation 
"authority information" recited in claim 1 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6,643,643 B1 . 
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Furthermore, the limitations of claim 1 of 10/673,281 are also recited in independent 
claim 4 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6,643,643 B1, Wherein such claim 4 (U.S. Patent No. 
6,643,643 B1) additionally recites "...comprises reliability information indicating a 
reliability of the weight information, wherein the reliability of the weight 
information obtained based on authority of user feedbacks '. Thus, the invention 

< 

defined by claim 1 of 10/673,281 is identical or substantially the same as the claims 1 
and 4 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6,643,643 B1 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



9. • The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the Invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
pf such treaty in the English language. 

10. Claims 1 - 3, 5, 18, 20, 29 - 31 , 37 - 39, 48 - 50, and 59 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Wang et al. (Wang hereinafter)(US Patent No. 
5,802,361, filed: September 30, 1994). 



♦ 
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Regarding Claim 1 , Wang discloses a method of searching or browsing 
multimedia data comprising: 

(a) receiving reference multimedia data with a data structure (Fig. 2A, item 201 , 
Col. 8, lines 7-17, Wang) including features of said reference multimedia data (Col. 8, 
lines 23 - 28, Wang) and weight information of said features, wherein said data 
structure includes reliability information indicating a reliability of the weight information 
(Col. 12, lines 62 - 66, "different parameters weighted to reflect their significance to face 
identification", Wang 1 ); 

(b) searching for said reference multimedia data using the features and the 
weight information (Col. 8 and 18, lines 40 - 42 and 54 - 57; respectively, Wang); 

(c) receiving user feedback on a relevance of resultant multimedia data found in 
(b) (Col. 8 and 9, lines 62 - 63 and 5-6, "any user supplied ranking of the image 
attribute"; respectively, Wang); 

(d) measuring a similarity of the reference multimedia data to the resultant 
multimedia data (Col. 1 3, lines 1 8 - 20 and 29 - 31 , Wang 2 ) and calculating a new 
weight information of said features using the measured value (Col. 18, lines 51 - 54, 
Wang 3 ); and 



1 Additionally, Wang further provides details in regards to reliability of weight information (Col. 18, lines 51 
- 57; "...assign a numerical rank to each image attribute in the search inquiry, each ranking value used 
as coefficient to weight the image attribute for a particular image. Higher weighted image attributes will 
contribute relatively more to the overall determination of whether a particular image is a good match for 
the search inquiry..."; wherein the higher weighted image attribute correspond to the reliability of the 
weighted information as claimed; Wang). 

2 Wherein the step of finding the luminance difference corresponds to the step of measuring a similarity 
as claimed. 

3 Wherein the step of assigning a numerical ranking value corresponds to the step of calculating a new 
weight information as claimed. 
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(e) updating the weight information of said features in said data structure of the 
reference multimedia data using the new weight information (Col. 26, lines 21 -28, "for 
each image is reweighted with the new ranking value", Wang). 

Regarding Claim 2, Wang discloses a method, wherein in (c), increasing weights 
of features which would increase a similarity between the reference multimedia data 
and the resultant multimedia data if the user feedback is a positive relevance 
information (Col. 20 and 25, lines 1 0 - 1 3 and 64 - 67; respectively, Wang). 

Regarding Claim 3, Wang discloses a method, wherein in (c), increasing weights 
of features which would increase a dissimilarity between the reference multimedia data 
and the resultant multimedia data if the user feedback is a negative relevance 
information (Col. 26, lines 5-7, Wang). 

Regarding Claim 5, Wang discloses a method, wherein a reliability of a weight 
assigned to one of said features is proportional to the amount of training by user 
feedback (Col. 18, lines 51 - 54, Wang). 

4 

Regarding Claim 18, Wang discloses a data structure embodied in a computer- 
readable medium for a multimedia data searching or browsing system comprising: 
a multimedia data (Fig. 2a, item 201 , Col. 8, lines 10-15, Wang); 
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a variable information representing features of the multimedia data (Col. 8, lines 

» 

7-8, visual attributes, Wang); and 

reliability information representing a reliability of the variable information (Col. 8, 
lines 54 - 60, "analyzes the side information files to identify those images in the image 
database that are most similar to the input image attribute", wherein the input image 
attribute corresponds to the variable information as claimed; Wang). 

Regarding Claim 20, Wang discloses a data structure, wherein the reliability 
information includes information on the number of variable information updates by a 
user (Col. 8, lines 62 - 64, Wang). 

* 

Regarding Claim 29, 37, and 48, Wang discloses a system of searching 
multimedia information, comprising: 

a storage device which stores a data structure (Col. 7, lines 13-18, Wang) 
having: 

(a) feature information corresponding to at least one image feature (Col. 8, 
lines 23 - 28, Wang), 

(b) weight information indicative of an importance of the image feature (Col. 
12, lines 62 - 66, "different parameters weighted to reflect their significance to face 
identification", Wang), and 

(C) reliability information indicative of a reliability of the weight information 
(Col. 1 3, lines 1 8 - 20 and 29 - 31 , Wang); and 
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a processor which searches said multimedia information based on the data 
structure (Col. 7, lines 9-13, Wang). 

Regarding Claim 30, 38, and 49, Wang discloses a system, wherein the reliability 
information provides an indication of the reliability of the weight information based on 
user feedback (Col. 12, lines 62 - 66, "different parameters weighted to reflect their 
significance to face identification", Wang). 

Regarding Claim 31 , 39, and 50, Wang discloses a system, wherein the reliability 
information includes update information corresponding to the weight information (Col. 
26, lines 21 - 28, "for each image is reweighted with the new ranking value", Wang). 

Regarding Claim 59, Wang discloses a method performed by a computing 

device, comprising: 

receiving an image (Fig. 2A, item 201 , Col. 8, lines 7-17, Wang); 

extracting characteristic attributes from the image (Col. 8, lines 25 - 28, Wang); • 

ranking the characteristic attributes of the image (Col. 8 and 9, lines 62 - 63 and 

5-6, "any user supplied ranking of the image attribute"; respectively, Wang); 

determining reliability of extracted characteristic attributes of the image; and 
searching a database of images using the extracted characteristic attributes, the 

ranking of the extracted characteristic attributes, ahd the determined reliability of the 
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* 

extracted characteristic attributes (Col. 8 and 18, lines 40 - 42 and 54 - 57; 
- respectively, Wang). 

Regarding Claim 60, 62, 63, and 64, Wang discloses a data structure, wherein 
the reliability information is different from the weight information (Col. 13, lines 18-20 
and 29 - 31 ; wherein the score 413 for: "face points" corresponds to the reliability 
information claimed; Wang). 

* 

Regarding Claim 61 , Wang discloses a data structure, wherein the reliability 
information is different from the variable information (Col. 8, lines 54 - 60, "analyzes the 
side information files to identify those images in the image database that are most 
similar to the input image attribute"; wherein the input image attribute corresponds to the 
variable information as claimed; and wherein the degree which the images match 
corresponds to the reliability information claimed; Wang). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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12. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

13. Claims 6 — 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

» 

Wang et al. (Wang hereinafter) (US Patent No. 5,802,361, filed: September 30, 1994) in 
view of Kinra et al. (Kinra hereinafter) (US Patent No. 5,731 ,991 , filed: May 3, 1996). 

Regarding Claim 6, Wang discloses all the limitations as disclosed above 
including data structure of the reference multimedia data. However, Wang is silent with 
respect to authority information. On the other hand, Kinra discloses authority information 
which limits an update of the weight information by a user feedback (Col. 6, lines 49 - 
55 and 62 - 63, Kinra). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the Kinra's teachings to the system 
Wang. Skilled artisan would have been motivated to do so, as suggested by Kinra (Col. 
1, lines 50 - 54 and 66 - 67, Kinra), to provide expert software evaluation, and to allow 
a user to emphasize which criteria in various alternate software products are most 
important to the user. In addition, both of the references (Wang and Kinra) teach 
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features that are directed to analogous art and they are directed to the same field of 
endeavor, such as, databases management systems, modifying weighted information. 
This close relation between both of the references highly suggests an expectation of 
success. 

Regarding Claim 7, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra discloses a 
method, wherein the authority information includes a plurality of authority levels, 
wherein each authority level has degree values affecting the degree of weight 
information update in (e) (Col. 2, lines 24 - 27, Kinra). 

Regarding Claim 8, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra discloses a 
method, wherein a higher reliability is given to user feedback by a user with a high 
authority level (Col. 6, lines 53 - 59, Kinra). 

Regarding Claim 9, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra discloses a 
method, wherein in (e), updating the weight information of said features in said data 
structure of the reference multimedia data depending upon the reliability information and 
the authority information (Col. 6, lines 57 - 59,- Kinra). 

Regarding Claim 10, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra discloses a 
method, wherein the data structure of the reference multimedia data further comprises 
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authority information which limits an update of the weight information by a user 
feedback (Col. 6, lines 59 - 63, Kinra). 

■ 

Regarding Claim 1 1 , the combination of Wang in view of Kinra discloses a 
method, wherein the authority information includes a plurality of authority levels, 
wherein each authority level has degree values affecting the degree of weight 
information update in (e) (Col. 6, lines 62 - 63, Kinra). 

1 4. Claims 12,21 - 23, 32 - 36, 40 - 47, and 51 - 58 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wang et al. (Wang hereinafter) (US Patent 
No. 5,802,361 , filed: September 30, 1994) in view of Kinra et al. (Kinra hereinafter) (US 
Patent No. 5,731,991, filed: May 3, 1996), and further in view of Rose et al. (Rose 
hereinafter) (US Patent No. 5,724,567, filed: April 25, 1994). 

Regarding Claim 12, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra discloses all the 
limitations as disclosed above. However, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra is 
silent with respect to a password. On the other hand, Rose discloses: receiving a 
password from a user to determine an authority level of the user (Col. 4, lines 30 - 34, 
Rose). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the Rose's teachings to the system of the 
combination of Wang in view of Kinra. Skilled artisan would have been motivated to do 
so, as suggested by Rose (Col. 3, lines 60 - 63, Rose), to identify the user as having 
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authorized access to the system. In addition, the applied references (Wang, Kinra, and 
Rose) teach features that are directed to analogous art and they are directed to the 

* 

same field of endeavor, such as, databases management systems, relevance, ranking 
data, and authorization of users. This close relation between the applied references 
highly suggests an expectation of success. 

Regarding Claim 21 , the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and further in view 
of Rose discloses a data structure, further comprising an authority code (Col. 4, lines 30 

i 

- 34, Rose). 

Regarding Claim 22, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and further in view 
of Rose discloses a data structure, wherein the reliability information is variable and 
includes a number of authority levels (Col. 2, lines 24 - 27, Kinra), a degree of variable 
information update for each authority level (Col. 2, lines 10-12, Kinra), and a number 

* 

of variable information updates by a user of each authority level (Col. 6, lines 55 - 59, 
Kinra). 

Regarding Claim 23, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and further in view 

■ 

of Rose discloses a data structure, wherein the reliability information is fixed and 
includes a number of variable information updates by a user of fixed authority levels 
(Col. 6, lines 51 - 55, Kinra). 
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Regarding Claim 32, 40, and 51 , the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and 
further in view of Rose discloses a system, wherein the update information includes: 

a number of times the weight information has been updated by a user (Col. 6, 
lines 55 - 59, Kinra); and 

authority information corresponding to the user (Col. 2, lines 24 - 27, Kinra; and 
Col. 4, lines 30 - 34, Rose). 

Regarding Claim 33, 41 , and 52, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and 
further in view of Rose discloses a system, wherein the authority information includes 
an authority level of the user (Col. 2, lines 24 - 27, Kinra). 

Regarding Claim 34, 42, and 53, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and 
further in view of Rose discloses a system, wherein the authority level is based on an 
amount of experience of the user (Col. 6, lines 53 - 55, Kinra). 

Regarding Claim 35, 43, and 54, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and 
further in view of Rose discloses a system, wherein the update information provides an 
indication of how frequently the weight information has been updated (Col. 10, lines 49 
-54, Kinra 4 ). 



4 Wherein the step of double clicking corresponds to the step of providing an indication as claimed. 
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Regarding Claim 36, 44, and 55, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and 
further in view of Rose discloses a system, wherein the update information provides an 
indication of how frequently the weight information has been updated by one or more 
users having at least a minimum authority level (Col. 6 and 10, lines 59 - 63 and 49 - 
54; respectively, Kinra 5 ). 

Regarding Claim 45, and 56, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and 
further in view of Rose discloses a system, further comprising: 

an input unit which receives authority information corresponding to a user (Col. 4, 
lines 30 - 34, Rose); and 

a comparator which compares the authority information to predetermined 
information (Col. 6, lines 53 - 55, Modifier, Kinra; and Col. 4, lines 30 - 34, Rose 6 ), 
wherein the processor updates the weight information using user feedback based on a 
result output from the comparator (Col. 2, lines 24 - 27, Kinra). 

* 

Regarding Claim 46, and 57, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and 
further in view of Rose discloses a system, wherein the predetermined information 
includes a password (Col. 4, lines 30 - 34, Rose). 

Regarding Claim 47, and 58, the combination of Wang in view of Kinra and 
further in view of Rose discloses a system, wherein the comparator compares an 

5 Wherein the step of double clicking corresponds to the step of providing an indication as claimed. 
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authority level of the user to a predetermined authority level (Col. 6, lines 53 - 55, 
Modifier, Kinra; and Col. 4, lines 30 - 34, Rose 7 ), and wherein the processor updates 
the weight information only if the authority level of the user is determined to be equal to 
or higher than the predetermined authority level based on an output from the 
comparator (Col. 2, lines 24 - 27, Kinra). 



6 Wherein the user's identity corresponds to the predetermined information claimed. 

7 Wherein the user's identity corresponds to the predetermined information claimed. 
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Response to Amendment 

1 . The Declaration under 37 CFR 1 .1 32 filed 09/30/2003 and 01/1 1/2007 is 
insufficient to overcome the rejection of claim 1 - 3, 5 - 12, 18, 20 - 23, and 29 - 64 

■ 

based upon Wang applied under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as set forth in the last Office action 
because: The declaration does not present evidence or facts to overcome prima facie 
case. Applicant merely presents his opinion and his professional background 
information, which are considered but do not per se accord controlling weight. 
According to MPEP § 71 6.01 : 

Objective evidence which must be factually supported by an appropriate affidavit or 
declaration to be of probative value includes evidence of unexpected results, 
commercial success, solution of a long-felt need, inoperability of the prior art, invention 
before the date of the reference, and allegations that the author(s) of the prior art 
derived the disclosed subject matter from the applicant. See, for example, In re De 
Blauwe, 736 F.2d 699, 705, 222 USPQ 191, 196 (Fed. Cir. 1984) ("It is well settled that 
unexpected results must be established by factual evidence." "[Appellants have not 
presented any experimental data showing that prior heat-shrinkable articles split. Due to 
the absence of tests comparing appellant's heat shrinkable articles with those of the 

» 

closest prior art, we conclude that appellant's assertions of unexpected results 
constitute mere argument."). See also In re Lindner, 457 F.2d 506, 508, 173 USPQ 356, 

* 

358 (CCPA 1972); Ex parte George, 21 USPQ2d 1058 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1991). 
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2. Applicant argues that "the double-patenting rejection of claim 1 and dependent 
claims 5-9, 11, 12 is improper". 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. As stated in the Office Action dated 08/29/2006, 
claims 1,5-9, and 1 1 - 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same 
invention as that of claim 1- 3, and 5 - 9 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6,643,643 B1 . That is, 
claims 1, 5-9, and 11 - 12 in 10/673,281 correspond claims 1-3, and 5-9 in 
6,643,643 B1 . Specifically, the limitation "reliability information indicating a reliability of 
the weight information" recited in claim 1 of 10/673,281 corresponds to the limitation 
"authority information" recited in claim 1 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6,643,643 B1 . 
Furthermore, the limitations of claim 1 of 10/673,281 are also recited in independent 
claim 4 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6,643,643 B1. Wherein such claim 4 (U.S. Patent No. 
6,643,643 B1 ) additionally recites ". . .comprises reliability information indicating a 
reliability of the weight information, wherein the reliability of the weight 
information obtained based on authority of user feedbacks". Thus, the invention 
defined by claim 1 of 10/673,281 is identical or substantially the same as the claims 1 
and 4 of prior U.S. Patent No. 6,643,643 B1 . 

Therefore the statutory double patenting rejection is maintained and deemed proper. 

3. In response to the argument that the Wang patent fails to disclose "reliability 
information which indicates a reliability of weight information corresponding to features 
of reference multimedia data included in the data structure", the argument was fully 
considered but were not deemed persuasive. As stated in the Office Action dated 
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* 

08/29/2006, the applied art Wang does disclose the claimed limitation of: features of 
said reference multimedia data (Col. 8, lines 23 - 28, Wang) and weight information of 
said features, wherein said data structure includes reliability information indicating a 
reliability Of the weight information (Col. 12, lines 62 - 66, "different parameters 
weighted to reflect their significance to face identification", Wang). Additionally, Wang 
further provides details in regards to reliability of weight information (Col. 18, lines 51 - 
57; "...assign a numerical rank to each image attribute in the search inquiry, each . 
ranking value used as coefficient to weight the image attribute for a particular image. 
Higher weighted image attributes will contribute relatively more to the overall 
determination of whether a particular image is a good match for the search inquiry..."; 
wherein the higher weighted image attribute correspond to the reliability of the weighted 
information as claimed; Wang). 

4. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features of claim 18 upon which 
applicant relies (i.e., "the reliability information is different from the variable information") 
are not recited in rejected claim 18. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

5. In response to the argument that in the Office Action "the threshold variance 
values were alleged to correspond to the reliability information of claim 1", and that 
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further; "the Wang patent, ...does not teach or suggest that the threshold variance 
values are stored in the search inquiry", the argument was fully considered but were not 
deemed persuasive. As previously discussed in the response to argument #3 in this 
Office Action, the higher weighted image attribute corresponds to the reliability of the 
weighted information (See also - rejection of claim 1 in this Office Action discussed 
above). 

■ < 

6. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., "a data structure used as a basis for performing an image or multimedia data 
search that includes a reliability information indicating a reliability of the weight 
information as recited in claim 1") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir. 1 993). 

USPTO personnel are to give claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of 
the supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 
1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in the 
claim should not be read into the claim. E-Pass Techs., Inc. v. 3Com Corp., 343 F.3d 
1364, 1369, 67 USPQ2d 1947, 1950 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (claims must be interpreted "in 
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view of the specification" without importing limitations from the specification into the 
claims unnecessarily). In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 550- 551 
(CCPA 1969). See also In re Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321-22, 13 USPQ2d 1320, 
1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989) ("During patent examination the pending claims must be 
interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allow.... The reason is simply that 
during patent prosecution when claims can be amended, ambiguities should 
be recognized, scope and breadth of language explored, and clarification imposed.... An 
essential purpose of patent examination is to fashion claims that are precise, clear, 
correct, and unambiguous. Only in this way can uncertainties of claim scope be 
removed, as much as possible, during the administrative process."). 

7. In response to the argument that the Wang patent fails to disclose "reliability 
information representing a reliability of the variable information", the argument was fully 
considered but were not deemed persuasive. As stated in the Office Action dated 
08/29/2006, the applied art does disclose reliability information representing a reliability 
of the variable information (Col. 8, lines 54 - 60, "analyzes the side information files to 
identify those images in the image database that are most similar to the input image 
attribute", Wang). Wherein the input image attribute corresponds to the variable 
information as claimed. 

8. In response to the arguments regarding the limitation; "reliability information is 
different from the weight information" recited in the newly added claims 60, 62 - 64, the 
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applied art does disclose such claimed limitations (See - 102 rejection of claims 60, 62 
- 64 discussed in this Office Action above). 

9. In response to the arguments regarding the limitation; "reliability information is 
different from the variable information" recited in the newly added claim 61 , the applied 
art does disclose such claimed limitations (See - 102 rejection of claims 61 discussed in 

i 

this Office Action above). 
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Conclusion 

1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

2. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Prior Art Made Of Record 

1 . Wang et al. (US Patent No. 5,802,361 , filed: September 30, 1994) discloses a 

4 

method and system for searching graphic images and videos. 

2. Kinra et al. (US Patent No. 5,731 ,991 , filed: May 3, 1 996) discloses a software 
product evaluation. 

3. Rose et al. (US Patent No. 5,724,567, filed: April 25, 1994) discloses a system 
for directing relevance-ranked data objects to computer users. 
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Points Of Contact 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Giovanna Colan whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
2752. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 



USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Giovanna Colan 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2162 
March 30, 2007 
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